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Purpose –The paper explores individual factors predicting support for harsher punishments 
for relatively common and uncommon serious offenders. 
Design/methodology/approach – In Study 1, 120 UK participants (60 males and 60 females; 
mean age =37.31 SD=16.74) completed a survey exploring the extent to which they 
supported harsher punishments (SHP) for first time and repeat fraud, sexual and violent 
offenders. In Study 2, 131 participants (70 Britons and 61 Singaporeans; 69 females and 62 
males; mean age=31.57; SD=10.87) completed a similar survey exploring their support for 
life sentence without the possibility of parole (SLSWP) for rather uncommon repeat 
offenders (i.e., drug traffickers, human traffickers, serious sexual offenders).  
Findings - Study 1 found that right-wing authoritarianism (RWA) was an SHP predictor for 
first-time and repeat fraud, violent and sex offenders. Study 2 found that national identity (i.e., 
how British or Singaporean participants felt) played a similar role to Study 1’s RWA in being 
a positive SLSWP predictor for repeat human traffickers and drug traffickers of both sexes, 
as well as male sex offenders. In contrast to the hypothesis, however, participants’ locations 
did not appear to play a statistically significant role. 
Research limitations - This survey-based research reveals a nuanced and quite consistent 
picture that could benefit from the inclusion of socio-economic factors and other cross-
cultural comparisons.  
Practical implications – The key message from this study is to inform the public on the role 
that right wing-authoritarianism and national identity play in their SHP and SLSWP. 
Social implications – It is vital to increase the legislators’ and the public awareness of the 
role that national identity and RWA seem to play.  
Originality/value – The paper offers insight into factors behind people’s punitive attitudes 
towards specific crimes regardless of geo-cultural location. 
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Factors behind support for harsher punishments for common and uncommon offenders 
Adding to the widespread misconceptions about psycho-legal issues of the legal 
system are the punitive attitudes held by the public that politicians and policy makers often 
tap into to win popular support (Shackley et al., 2014).  Indirectly shaping laws, the attitudes 
reinforce sentences focused on the allegedly, but poorly supported, harshness-based 
deterrence rather than evidence-based effectiveness and resocialisation (Pratt, 2006; 
Zimmerman et al., 1988).  In turn, they often lead to a criticism of the legal and justice 
systems (Gerber and Jackson, 2013).  The misinformed tough-on-crime beliefs (Shaw and 
Woodworth, 2013) also appear to contribute to reoffending and the so-called ‘revolving 
doors’ - see: Hough and Kirby, 2013).  Relatedly, it was shown how punitive attitudes are 
increased by concern about crime and economic uncertainty (Costelloe et al., 2009), 
dispositional attribution (Cochran et al., 2003), as well as right-wing authoritarianism 
(Palasinski and Shortland, 2016).  
Whereas some research showed that demographic factors, political orientation, 
religious attendance and media exposure are weak to moderate predictors of punitive attitudes 
(Hough and Kirby, 2013), other study indicated that blame of welfare, affirmative action, and 
immigration is the strongest predictor of punitiveness (Hogan et al., 2005).  It also seems that 
policemen hold more punitive attitudes than policewomen (Chen, 2016). Perhaps not 
surprisingly, the focus has been put on exploring attitudes towards sexual crimes, finding 
women more emotive and punitive than men towards rapists (Edwards, 2001; Gault and 
Sabini, 2000; Holcomb et al., 1991).  Despite the relatively long history of personality 
theories, however, their role has been rather marginalised in the exploration of punitive 
attitudes to specific serious crimes (Harper and Hogue, 2015; Palasinski and Shortland, 2016).  
The exploration of such factors, therefore, might potentially help inform the policies and laws 
aimed at the effectiveness-oriented resocialisation of serious offenders rather than retribution 
for its own sake. 
Study 1 
Given the past research suggesting that attitudes towards severity of punishment are 
affected by crime‐specific factors (Brocke et al., 2004), in Study 1, we explore what factors 
might best predict punitive attitudes towards common serious offenders - first time and repeat 
fraud, sexual and violent offenders. In particular, we focus on: 
Age - Although some research has failed to find any correlation between age and 
punitive attitudes (Kury and Ferdinand, 1999; Roberts and Indermaur, 2007; Spiranovic, et al., 
2012), other research did find a positive correlation between the two (Gelb, 2011; Indermaur 
and Roberts, 2005), with participants below the age of forty being more supportive of 
rehabilitation (McCorkle, 1993). Despite age explaining variance towards drug, gun and 
drink driving offences, the relationship appears to be complex, with younger individuals for 
example being more punitive towards gun crime (Payne et al., 2004). A cross-cultural study 
(Mayhew and Van Kesteren, 2011) found that individuals aged sixteen to forty held more 
punitive attitudes in Asia and Africa and less punitive attitudes in East and Central Europe 
and Latin America. Whereas age is typically categorised between ‘the young’ and ‘the old’, 
Rossi and Berk (1997) introduced the notion of a curvilinear relationship between age and 
punitive attitudes. Their findings suggested that youth (18-34) and elders (65 over) were least 
punitive, and the middle aged (35-64) were most punitive (likely due to most family 
responsibilities). Thus, it was hypothesised that ‘the middle aged’ group would be more 
punitive towards repeat offenders.  
Education – Its low level has been found to be a positive predictor of more punitive 
attitudes (Costelloe et al., 2009; Falco and Turner, 2013; Indermaur and Roberts, 2005).  
Interestingly, law students were found to be less punitive then non-law students (Tsoudis, 
2000), which could be likely down to their better recognition of inequalities within the 
system (Dowler, 2003). In general, the lower educated seem to favour imprisonment in 
Westernised countries (Mayhew and Van Kesteren, 2011), and are less punitive towards sex 
offenders (Shackley et al., 2014). In line with this, the education variable alone was found to 
account for 11% of the punitive attitudes variance (Spiranovic et al., 2012). Thus, it was 
hypothesised that the less educated participants would be more punitive towards repeat 
offenders.  
Gender - It appears that women hold more punitive attitudes to sexual offenders on 
both affective and behavioral measures than men (Kernsmith et al., 2009; Willis et al., 2013). 
Men, on the other hand, are more supportive of punishment over treatment (Whitehead and 
Blankenship, 2000; Kury and Ferdinand, 1999) and are generally more punitive (Gelb, 2009) 
even across different cultures (Besserer, 2002). This likely reflects the overall higher male 
likelihood of victimisation (Holtfreter et al., 2008) and more common female altruistic, 
empathetic and nurturing traits (Geary, 2000), which could partially explain for their 
preference of offender treatment and rehabilitation over incarceration  (Applegate et al., 
2002). Thus, it was hypothesized that female would be more punitive to repeat sex offenders 
and that men would be more punitive to repeat fraud and violent offenders.  
Mortality Salience – It is a product of the Terror Management Theory (TMT) in 
which an individual’s awareness of death is increased (Rosenblatt et al., 1989). This 
awareness, influences cognitive functioning and behavioural reactions (Jones and Wiener, 
2011). To manage this terror, people invest in and identify with cultural beliefs and 
ideologies which results in their striving to uphold legal sanctions (Lieberman et al., 2001). 
Past studies suggest that increasing the salience of mortality activates people’s political 
attitudes (Arndt et al., 2005; Burke, Kosloff & Landau, 2013), increasing the need for 
supporting (Lieberman, Arndt, Personius, & Cook, 2001) or/and defending their subjective 
views (Koski & Clinkinbeard, 2008), including legal opinions (Arndt, Lieberman, Cook and 
Solomon, 2005).   Thus, it was hypothesized that participants exposed to 1-7 Likert type 
statements related to passing away would be more punitive, especially to the (apparently 
more worldview-threatening) repeat offenders.  
Religiosity - It is clear that religion has been shaping punitive attitudes and legal 
systems (Baumer and Martin, 2013). Christianity, for example, was found to be a positive 
correlate of support for corporal punishment and harsher laws (Applegate et al., 2000; 
Grasmick et al., 1992; Grasmick and McGill, 1994; Unnever et al., 2005; Unnever and Cullen, 
2010). However, those viewing God as a guardian of justice were found to be more punitive 
than those viewing God as gracious and forgiving (Unnever et al., 2005).  Thus, it was 
hypothesized that participants scoring higher on the general religiosity scale would be more 
punitive, especially for (the apparently unrepentant) repeat offenders. 
Right Wing Authoritarianism – It includes three dimensions: submissiveness to 
authority figures, conventionalism, and a tendency to be involved in aggression sanctioned by 
authority figures (Altemeyer, 1996). Authoritarianism aggression was a positive predictor of 
punitiveness, whilst other dimensions were negatively correlated with punitive attitudes 
(Funke, 2005). Over the past years, an increase in research regarding the relationship between 
RWA and punitive attitudes has been conducted (Colémant et al., 2011; Feld, 2003; Tam et 
al., 2008). Both past and current research shows that right wing authoritarianism is a 
generally consistent predictor of punitive attitudes (McKee and Feather, 2008; Palasinski and 
Shortland, 2016). According to Applegate et al. (2000), those who have a low RWA score are 
more likely to think that criminals, including murderers, are redeemable. Interestingly, 
however, people scoring high on RWA are only more punitive than average when the crime 
is directly a threat to the unity and regularity of their society (Dunn, 2013). This might be 
seen, for example, in support for the right-wing parties, like British UKIP or the American 
Tea Party, which focus on the alleged threats of immigrants.  Thus, it was hypothesized that 
participants scoring higher on this scale would be more punitive, especially to (the apparently 
uncorrectable) repeat offenders. 
Methodology  
A standard multiple regression correlational design was adopted. The outcome 
variable, Support for Harsher Punishments, was split into six different types of relatively 
common offence – first-time and repeat fraud, violent and sex offenders. They were 
hypothesized to be predicted by six independent variables (their age, gender, education, 
mortality salience, right-wing authoritarianism and religiosity). A sample of 120 UK-based 
participants (60 males and 60 females; mean age =37.31 SD=16.74) completed an online 
questionnaire on social media, like Facebook and Twitter, which took 10 minutes. 
Questionnaires covered predictor factors using shorted and adapted (i.e., reduced to 5-items) 
1-7 Likert-type scales: Religiosity (α=.901), Right-wing authoritarianism (α=.822), Mortality 
Salience (α=.822). The other predictor variables included; Participant Gender, (Measured on 
3 levels; 1=Male, 2=Female), Age (Numeric Value) and Years in Education (Numeric Value) 
Results 
First time fraud offenders 
The total variance explained by the model as a whole was 7.8%; R2= .078, F(6, 
119)=2.67, p<.05. Only RWA was a positive predictor ((β=.274, p=.009).  
Repeat fraud offenders 
The total variance explained by the model as a whole was 9.8%; R2= .098, F(6, 
119)=3.15, p<.05. Only RWA was a positive predictor ((β=.259, p=.013).  
First time sex offenders 
The total variance explained by the model as a whole was 22%; R2= .217, F(6, 
119)=6.489, p<.001. Only RWA was a positive predictor (β=.203, p=.035).  
Repeat sex offenders 
The total variance explained by the model as a whole was 18%; R2= .188, F(6, 
119)=5.59, p<.001. Only RWA was a positive predictor (β=.192, p=.05).  
First time violent offenders 
The total variance explained by the model as a whole was 16%; R2= .161, F(6, 
119)=4.794, p<.001. Only RWA was a positive predictor (β=.244, p=.015).  
Repeat violent offenders 
The total variance explained by the model as a whole was 11%; R2= .110, F(6, 
119)=3.455, p<.05. Only RWA was a positive predictor (β=.259, p=.012).  
Study 2 
 Given the consistency of right-wing authoritarianism in predicting support for harsher 
punishment for both first time and repeat offenders in Study 1, which ties up with and 
complements the existing literature (Colémant et al., 2011; Dunn, 2013; Feld, 2003; McKee 
and Feather, 2008; Palasinski and Shortland, 2016), Study 2 takes a slightly different focus in 
a cross-cultural context to explore if the role of RWA would be similar. More specifically, 
drawing on research showing that RWA and social dominance are positively correlated 
(Thomsen et al., 2008) and predictive of prejudice against subjectively threatening outgroups 
(Cohrs and Asbrock, 2008), it hypotheses that National Identity (i.e., how British or 
Singaporean a person feels) will play a similar role in predicting support for harsher 
punishments. In other words, it predicts that national sentiment will play a similar role to the 
prejudice-associated RWA and social dominance. The regression models in Study 2 also 
replace some of the apparently non-significant and weakest predictors from Study 1 (i.e., 
Education and Mortality Salience) with Belief in a Just World and Offender’s Gender, 
hypothesizing that the stereotype of non-aggressive femininity would result in lower support 
of punishment for female offenders. Relatedly, we also draw upon research showing the close 
association between support for government institutions and belief in a just world  (Rubin and 
Peplau, 1975), the increase in punitive responses of the criminal justice system (Allen et al., 
2005), and predictive power the belief in support for more punitive measures against different 
types of sexual offenders (Palasinski and Shortland, 2016).  
Since Support for Harsher Punishments used in Study 1 is likely to be interpreted 
differently in different cultures, in Study 2, we make it more specific and replace it with Life 
Sentence without Possibility of Parole. Given its toughness, this time we only include the 
most serious offences (repeat human traffickers/repeat drug traffickers/repeat serious sexual 
offenders) and introduce the cross-cultural comparison of the United Kingdom and its former 
colony of Singapore. Since the abolishment of the death penalty in 1965, life sentence 
without parole has become the harshest sentence in the UK, although it still practiced in some 
similarly developed rich nations, like Singapore linked by the heritage of the Commonwealth 
and sharing similar elements of legal and justice systems. Thus, it was hypothesized that the 
‘tough policy-conditioned’ Singapore-based participants would be more supportive of life 
sentence without parole for the repeat offenders than those based in the UK. 
Methodology 
A standard multiple regression correlational design was adopted. The outcome 
variable, Support for Life Sentence without the Possibility of Parole (SLSWP), was split into 
six different relatively offender types–repeat drug traffickers, repeat human traffickers and 
repeat serious sexual offenders. SLSWP for these offenders was hypothesized to be predicted 
by participants’ age, belief in the just world, location (Singapore/UK), offender’s gender, 
national identity and religiosity. Sampling took over a one month period through an online 
questionnaire created through surveymonkey.com and its link was posted on social media 
sites, like Facebook and Twitter. Overall, one hundred and thirty one participants (70 UK-
based and 61 Singapore-based participants; 69 females and 62 males; mean age=31.57; 
SD=10.87) fully completed the questionnaire. It covered the predictor factors using shorted 
and adapted the 1-7 Likert-type scales: Age (Numeric Value), Belief in a Just World (α=.84), 
National Identity (α=.78), and Religiosity (α=.81. The other predictor variables included and 
Gender, (Measured on 3 levels; 1=Male, 2=Female). 
Results 
Repeat male human traffickers 
The total variance explained by the model as a whole was 15.7%; R2=.157, 
F(6,122)=2.841, p<.05. Only National Identity was a positive SLSWP predictor (β=.222, 
p=.017).  
Repeat female human traffickers 
The total variance explained by the model as a whole was 14.8%; R2=.148, 
F(6,122)=2.653, p<.05. Only National Identity was a positive SLSWP predictor (β=.194, 
p<.036).  
Repeat male drug traffickers  
The total variance explained by the model as a whole was 22.4%; R2=.224, F(6,122)=4.411, 
p<.05. Only National Identity (β=.187, p<.034) was a positive SLSWP predictor.  
Repeat female drug traffickers 
The total variance explained by the model as a whole was 22%; R2 = F(6,122)=4.304, p<.05. 
Only National Identity (β=.203, p<.022) was a positive SLSWP predictor.  
Repeat male serious sexual offenders 
The total variance explained by the model as a whole was 14.5%; R2=.145, 
F(6,122)=2.592, p<.05. Only National Identity was a positive SLSWP predictor (β=.189, 
p=.042).  
Discussion 
The emergent data picture from Study 1 supports the dominant and consistent role of 
right-wing-authoritarianism in predicting support for harsher punishments for fraud, violent 
and sexual offenders regardless of participants’ age, gender, education, mortality salience 
and religiosity. Importantly, it was the case for both first time and repeat offenders even when 
their gender was left unspecified, complementing the existing literature on the role of RWA  
(Altemeyer, 1996; Applegate et al. 2000; Colémant, Van Hiel & Cornelis, 2011; Dunn, 2013; 
Feld, 2003; Funke, 2005; McKee & Feather, 2008; Tam, Leung and Chiu, 2008; Palasinski & 
Shortland, 2016). 
 In Study 2, therefore, we wanted to explore if life sentence without parole for some of 
the most serious male and female offenders (repeat human traffickers/repeat drug 
traffickers/repeat serious sexual offenders) could also be predicted by a factor related to 
RWA – i.e., national identity. Taking into account the research showing that RWA and social 
dominance are positively correlated (Thomsen, Green & Sidanius, 2008) and predictive of 
prejudice against subjectively threatening outgroups (Cohrs & Asbrock, 2008), it was 
hypothesized that the ‘tough-policy conditioned’ Singaporeans would be more LSWPP 
supportive than participants based in the UK. The results, however, suggest that only 
participants’ high national identification played a role regardless of their geo-cultural location. 
It seems, therefore, that harsh sentence conditioning (i.e., much stricter laws, including the 
death penalty) in Singapore is not associated with support for (still) harsh punishments for 
some of the most serious repeat offenders. Although why it was not the case for repeat 
female serious sexual offenders is unclear, it might be down to their statistically low 
frequency in society and the proverbial stereotype of male sexual offender that is strongly 
associated with little knowledge of sexual crimes (Sanghara & Wilson, 2006).   
Attitudes of the public towards common and uncommon serious offenders have clear 
consequences for them, the public and the laws (Church, Wakeman, Miller, Clements, & Sun 
2007; Pickett, Mancini & Mears, 2013). Also, when the public is more fully informed about 
the processes of sentencing, its members tend to be less punitive (Gelb, 2009; Hough & 
Kirby, 2013). The insights into the roles that RWA and national identity play in shaping 
punitive attitudes might potentially inform the public and legislators about their judgement 
formation. Given the momentous influence of public attitudes towards offender treatment 
(Shackley et al., 2014), it is worth exploring other individual and socio-economic factors that 
might lie behind punitive attitudes, as well as the extent to which informing the public leads 
to less punitive attitudes and varies according to where those being informed are 
characterised as RWA and having national sentiment. A further exploration might also 
address some of the limitations of this research, like the relatively narrow range of explored 
individual predictor factors, as well as a qualitative study of punitive attitudes to specific 
serious offenders. This in turn, will help inform legislators how to help increase the public 
trust in legal and justice systems.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Allen, J. ed., 2006. Policing and the Criminal Justice System: Public Confidence and 
Perceptions: Findings from the 2004/05 British Crime Survey. London: Home Office. 
Lewis, T.H., 1997. The Authoritarian Specter. JAMA, 277(16), pp.1326-1327. 
Altemeyer, B., 1998. The other “authoritarian personality”. Advances in experimental social 
psychology, 30, pp.47-92. 
Applegate, B.K., Cullen, F.T., Fisher, B.S. and Ven, T.V., 2000. Forgiveness and 
fundamentalism: Reconsidering the relationship between correctional attitudes and 
religion. Criminology, 38(3), pp.719-754. 
Applegate, B.K., Cullen, F.T. and Fisher, B.S., 2002. Public views toward crime and 
correctional policies: Is there a gender gap? Journal of Criminal Justice, 30(2), pp.89-
100. 
Arndt, J., Lieberman, J.D., Cook, A. and Solomon, S., 2005. Terror Management in the 
Courtroom: Exploring the Effects of Mortality Salience on Legal Decision 
Making. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 11(3), p.407. 
Baumer, E.P. and Martin, K.H., 2013. Social Organization, Collective Sentiment, and Legal 
Sanctions in Murder Cases1. American Journal of Sociology, 119(1), pp.131-182. 
Besserer, S., 1989. Attitudes toward sentencing in nine industrialized countries. Crime 
victimization in comparative perspective. Results from the International Crime 
Victims Survey, 2000, pp.391-409. 
Brocke, M., Göldenitz, C., Holling, H. and Bilsky 1, W., 2004. Attitudes towards severity of 
punishment: a conjoint analytic approach. Psychology, Crime and Law, 10(2), pp.205-
219. 
Burke, B.L., Kosloff, S. and Landau, M.J., 2013. Death goes to the polls: A meta‐analysis of 
mortality salience effects on political attitudes. Political Psychology, 34(2), pp.183-
200. 
Chen, G., 2016. Punitive attitudes and causal attribution of crime among Israeli police 
officers: is there a gender gap?. Psychology, Crime & Law, pp.1-19. 
Church, W.T., Wakeman, E.E., Miller, S.L., Clements, C.B. and Sun, F., 2008. The 
community attitudes toward sex offenders scale: The development of a psychometric 
assessment instrument. Research on Social Work Practice, 18(3), pp.251-259. 
Costelloe, M.T., Chiricos, T. and Gertz, M., 2009. Punitive attitudes toward criminals 
exploring the relevance of crime salience and economic insecurity.Punishment & 
Society, 11(1), pp.25-49. 
Cochran, J.K., Boots, D.P. and Heide, K.M., 2003. Attribution styles and attitudes toward 
capital punishment for juveniles, the mentally incompetent, and the mentally 
retarded. Justice Quarterly, 20(1), pp.65-93. 
Cohrs, J.C. and Asbrock, F., 2009. Right‐wing authoritarianism, social dominance orientation 
and prejudice against threatening and competitive ethnic groups. European Journal of 
Social Psychology, 39(2), pp.270-289. 
Colémont, A., Van Hiel, A. and Cornelis, I., 2011. Five-Factor Model personality dimensions 
and right-wing attitudes: Psychological bases of punitive attitudes?. Personality and 
Individual Differences, 50(4), pp.486-491. 
Dowler, K., 2003. Media consumption and public attitudes toward crime and justice: The 
relationship between fear of crime, punitive attitudes, and perceived police 
effectiveness. Journal of criminal justice and popular culture, 10(2), pp.109-126. 
Dunn, K., 2015. Preference for radical right-wing populist parties among exclusive-
nationalists and authoritarians. Party Politics, 21(3), pp.367-380. 
Edwards, W. and Hensley, C., 2001. Contextualizing sex offender management legislation 
and policy: Evaluating the problem of latent consequences in community notification 
laws. International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 45(1), 
pp.83-101. 
Falco, D.L. and Turner, N.C., 2014. Examining causal attributions towards crime on support 
for offender rehabilitation. American Journal of Criminal Justice, 39(3), pp.630-641. 
Feld, B.C., 2003. The politics of race and juvenile justice: The “due process revolution” and 
the conservative reaction. Justice Quarterly, 20(4), pp.765-800. 
Funke, F., 2005. The dimensionality of right‐wing authoritarianism: Lessons from the 
dilemma between theory and measurement. Political Psychology,26(2), pp.195-218. 
Gault, B.A. and Sabini, J., 2000. The roles of empathy, anger, and gender in predicting 
attitudes toward punitive, reparative, and preventative public policies. Cognition & 
Emotion, 14(4), pp.495-520. 
Gelb, K., 2009. Myths and misconceptions: Public opinion versus public judgment about 
sentencing. Federal Sentencing Reporter, 21(4), pp.288-290. 
Geary, D.C., 2000. Evolution and proximate expression of human paternal 
investment. Psychological bulletin, 126(1), p.55. 
Gerber, M.M. and Jackson, J., 2013. Retribution as revenge and retribution as just 
deserts. Social Justice Research, 26(1), pp.61-80. 
Grasmick, H.G. and McGill, A., 1994. Religion, attribution style, and punitiveness toward 
juvenile offenders. Criminology, 32(1), pp.23-46. 
Grasmick, H.G., Morgan, C.S. and Kennedy, M.B., 1992. Support for corporal punishment in 
the schools: A comparison of the effects of socioeconomic status and religion. Social 
Science Quarterly. 
Harper, C.A. and Hogue, T.E., 2015. Measuring public perceptions of sex offenders: 
reimagining the Community Attitudes Toward Sex Offenders (CATSO) 
scale. Psychology, Crime & Law, 21(5), pp.452-470. 
Hogan, M.J., Chiricos, T. and Gertz, M., 2005. Economic insecurity, blame, and punitive 
attitudes. Justice Quarterly, 22(3), pp.392-412. 
Holcomb, D.R., Holcomb, L.C., Sondag, K.A. and Williams, N., 1991. Attitudes about date 
rape: Gender differences among college students.College Student Journal. 
Holtfreter, K., Van Slyke, S., Bratton, J. and Gertz, M., 2008. Public perceptions of white-
collar crime and punishment. Journal of Criminal Justice, 36(1), pp.50-60. 
Hough, M. and Kirby, A., 2013. The role of public opinion in formulating sentencing 
guidelines. Indermaur, D., & Roberts, L. (2005). Perceptions of crime and justice. 
Australian social attitudes: The first report, 141-160. 
Jones, M.B. and Wiener, R.L., 2011. Effects of mortality salience on capital punishment 
sentencing decisions. Basic and Applied Social Psychology,33(2), pp.167-181. 
Kernsmith, P.D., Craun, S.W. and Foster, J., 2009. Public attitudes toward sexual offenders 
and sex offender registration. Journal of child sexual abuse,18(3), pp.290-301. 
Koski, C. and Clinkinbeard, S. 2008. Deadly impact: The effects of mortality salience on 
Arab-American hate crimes. Paper presented at the 2008 American Society of 
Criminology Annual Meeting, St. Louis, MO. 
Kury, H. and Ferdinand, T., 1999. Public opinion and punitivity. International journal of law 
and psychiatry, 22(3), pp.373-392. 
Lieberman, J.D., Arndt, J., Personius, J. and Cook, A., 2001. Vicarious annihilation: the 
effect of mortality salience on perceptions of hate crimes.Law and human 
behavior, 25(6), p.547. 
McCorkle, R.C., 1993. Research note: Punish and rehabilitate? Public attitudes toward six 
common crimes. Crime & delinquency, 39(2), pp.240-252. 
McKee, I.R. and Feather, N.T., 2008. Revenge, retribution, and values: Social attitudes and 
punitive sentencing. Social Justice Research, 21(2), pp.138-163. 
Palasinski, M.. and Shortland, N., 2016. Individual determinants of punitive attitudes towards 
sexual and domestic abuse offenders. Safer Communities, 15(3), pp.125-133. 
Payne, B.K., Gainey, R.R., Triplett, R.A. and Danner, M.J., 2004. What drives punitive 
beliefs?: Demographic characteristics and justifications for sentencing. Journal of 
Criminal Justice, 32(3), pp.195-206. 
Pickett, J.T., Mancini, C. and Mears, D.P., 2013. Vulnerable victims, monstrous offenders, 
and unmanageable risk: Explaining public opinion on the social control of sex 
crime. Criminology, 51(3), pp.729-759. 
Pratt, J., 2007. Penal populism. Routledge. 
Roberts, J.V. and Hough, M., 2002. Public Attitudes to Punishment: The Context'. Changing 
attitudes to punishment: Public opinion, crime and justice, pp.1-14. 
Roberts, L.D. and Indermaur, D., 2007. Predicting punitive attitudes in Australia. Psychiatry, 
Psychology and Law, 14(1), pp.56-65. 
Rossi, P.H. and Berk, R.A., 1997. Just punishments: Federal guidelines and public views 
compared. Transaction Publishers. 
Rosenblatt, A., Greenberg, J., Solomon, S., Pyszczynski, T. and Lyon, D., 1989. Evidence for 
terror management theory: I. The effects of mortality salience on reactions to those 
who violate or uphold cultural values. Journal of personality and social 
psychology, 57(4), p.681. 
Rubin, Z. and Peplau, L.A., 1975. Who believes in a just world?. Journal of social 
issues, 31(3), pp.65-89. 
Sanghara, K. K., & Wilson, J.C. (2006). Stereotypes and attitudes about child sexual abusers: 
A comparison of experienced and inexperienced professionals in sex offender 
treatment. Legal and Criminological Psychology, 11(2), 229-244. 
Shackley, M., Weiner, C., Day, A. and Willis, G.M., 2014. Assessment of public attitudes 
towards sex offenders in an Australian population.Psychology, crime & law, 20(6), 
pp.553-572. 
Shaw, J. and Woodworth, M., 2013. Are the misinformed more punitive? Beliefs and 
misconceptions in forensic psychology. Psychology, Crime & Law, 19(8), pp.687-706. 
Spiranovic, C.A., Roberts, L.D. and Indermaur, D., 2012. What predicts punitiveness? An 
examination of predictors of punitive attitudes towards offenders in 
Australia. Psychiatry, Psychology and Law, 19(2), pp.249-261. 
Tam, K.P., Leung, A.K.Y. and Chiu, C.Y., 2008. On being a mindful authoritarian: Is need 
for cognition always associated with less punitiveness?. Political Psychology, 29(1), 
pp.77-91. 
Thomsen, L., Green, E.G. and Sidanius, J., 2008. We will hunt them down: How social 
dominance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism fuel ethnic persecution of 
immigrants in fundamentally different ways. Journal of Experimental Social 
Psychology, 44(6), pp.1455-1464. 
Tsoudis, O., 2000. Does majoring in criminal justice affect perceptions of criminal 
justice. Journal of Criminal Justice Education, 11(2), pp.225-236. 
Unnever, J.D., Cullen, F.T. and Applegate, B.K., 2005. Turning the other cheek: Reassessing 
the impact of religion on punitive ideology. Justice Quarterly, 22(3), pp.304-339. 
Unnever, J.D. and Cullen, F.T., 2010. The social sources of americans’ punitivness. A test of 
three competing models. Criminology, 48(1), pp.99-129. 
Whitehead, J.T. and Blankenship, M.B., 2000. The gender gap in capital punishment attitudes: 
An analysis of support and opposition. American Journal of Criminal Justice, 25(1), 
pp.1-13. 
Willis, G.M., Malinen, S. and Johnston, L., 2013. Demographic differences in public attitudes 
towards sex offenders. Psychiatry, Psychology and Law,20(2), pp.230-247. 
Zimmerman, S.E., Van Alstyne, D.J. and Dunn, C.S., 1988. The national punishment survey 
and public policy consequences. Journal of Research in Crime and 
Delinquency, 25(2), pp.120-149.  
 
